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AIR WAR COLLEGE RESEARCH REPORT ABSTRACT

TITLE: Role of the Bomber In Integrated Atr Power

AUTHOR: Phillip R. Lumpkin, Colonel, USAF

A The role of bombers and the concept of strategic nuclear
deterrence have become dysfunctionally linked. The Air Force
fostered this linkage in the post World War Il and Korea era with 1ts
reliance on nuclear weapons and strategy of mutually assured
destruction Bombers continue to be a vital component of our
nation’s strategic nuclear deterrent forces. However, bombers are
not limited to deterring nuclear war. In addition to employing the
first nuclear weapons, U.S war fighting experience shows that
bombers have played a crucial role in every major conflict beginning
with World war 11. Since our experience shows that we have
historically employed bombers in a conventional role, the author
suggests that we should be prepared to employ them across the
spectrum of conflict today. Our experience also clearly shows that
bombers have been best employed as an element of integrated air
power, rarely as an independent force. Therefore, we should prepare
to émploy bombers as a member of an integrated air power team.
The author also suggests that the concepts of "tactical” and
"strategic” are 11l defined and serve to divide air power Into
organizations and forces. The author draws lessons from world War
Il and Vietnam experiences which could help guide our preparation
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Chapter One
INTRODUCTION

The role of the manned bomber s often associated with terms
like strategic, nuclear and 5ingle Integrated Operations Plan (SIOP)
And there are good reasons to construe bombers in these terms

For over thirty years the bomber has served as the most vis-
ible and flexable leg of the nation's strategic triad of nuclear deter-
rent forces Following the Korean wWar, the U.S. took advantage of 1t<
decisive lead in fielding nuclear forces to threaten massive nuclear
retahiation on the Soviet homeland as a means of deterring their
potential aggression against us and our allies. The bomber was the
perfect weapon system to execute this strategy -- having demon-
strated its capabihity in Japan.

It's hard to argue with success, for close to forty years the
L nuclear deterrence strategy has averted nuclear war. Bombers,
compleniented with nuclear tipped land and sea launched ballistic
missiles, continue to execute this strategy with forces constantly
on alert. After executing our highest national defense priority for
decades, it's easy to see how the role of bombers and the concept. of
dtrategic nuclear deterrence could become inextricably linked

The bumber's inherent flexibility, however, provides
operational utihity in tactical, as well as strategic employment,
with conventional, as well as nuclear ordnance and in contingency,
as well a4s emergency war order plans The bomber has utility in

various mission areas across the full spectrum of conflict.




"Tactical” and "strategic” have come to be associated moi v
wrth force structure and organization .nan mission area  We
commonly associate anF-111 or F-16 to the Tactical Air Forces anda
aB-52 or B-1 to the Strategic Air Command The accounting il
culus of the Planning Programming and Budgeting System addresse-.
our strategic (ballistic missiles and bombers) and general purpo-e
ffrgnter/ attack) capabilities as separate forces (e Major Force
Drograms). Congress authorizes and appropriates spe« ific hardware
and personnel for each force -- separately We inturn equip, man and
rrain our “tactical” and "strategic” forces in ways which insidice -y
keeps them separate. For instance, we provide weapon system spe-
cific training to our crew members which determines their career
path, and we allow virtually no cross training “Tactical™ and “str.a-
tegic” forces often participate in exercises, such as Red F lag, hut
rarely as an integrated force. Bombers are either targets or lone
penetrators, while fighters concentrate on the air-to-air challenqge

This separation may be useful for academic and prograrnmatic

pursuits, out it is divisive when {t comes to the application or
empioyment of air powert

The role of bombers is as important a guestion today a= 1t wa-
in the 1920s. Strategic nuclear deterrence will continue to ke 2
vital role, one that may in fact be enhanced as counterforce target-,
aecome increasingly mobile and their relative values Increase as a
result of strategic arms negotiations While strategic nuclear war
1S our nation's most critical challenge, it's also the mission we e
least likely to execute, see Figure 1-1. The probabilfty of lower

intensity conflicts is much greater




The cost of fielding a bomber force adequate for tull scale

ruclear war results in the capacity for substantial contingency
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oper ations at lower levels of conflict. The bomber’s inherent capac-
Ity to accurately deliver large bomb loads deep in enemy territory 1s
comibat power that we cannot afford to underemploy. Bomber crews
ai e specifically trained for all weather, day or night, Tow altitude
penetration of heavy defenses. The capability to provide deep inter-
diction against follow-on forces (Air/Land Battle doctrine) exists
teday inour bomber force as well as our fighter-bombers we Can no
lonaer afford to seqregate our "pursuit” and "bombardment” force
fructur. into ceparate worlds. The role of the bomber 15 as a
rember of the air power team; 1t must be more fully integrated into
the tactical/conventional environment

Purcuit, attack and bormbardment emerged as primary mission
areac tor the fledghing U.S. Air Corp following Worid War | The de-

velopment of dortrine, strategy and tactics for these mission areas




has followed independent paths, as if separated by a brick wall ¢ ,eq
Figure 1-2). However, actual combat experience zugqests thar the e

forces have

been signifi- Conventional 53 Nuciear
cantly more General Purpose 5 SioP
decisive when Tactical = Strategic
integrated and A =
employed as a T =
total force. * =

The é 4. =
major thrust of E.'.

Fighter/Atteck = Bomber

this paper 1s =
to examine Aerospace Offensive Forces
the role of the Figure | - 7
bomber as a member of the indivisible air power team. I'll aqm e~

the role of bombers by first examining the historical deveioprrent
of air power doctrine. Then I'll compare "how we planned to fiqht”
with our combat experience (how we actually fouaht) in Eur ope
during Wworid war tl and the Linebacker Il campaign in Vietnan

The conclusion pulls together elements of doctrine and leccanne.
learned from our war experience and discusses the role nt the

bomber in the context of "tactical” and "strateqic” mission areas




Chapter Two
AIR POWER DOCTRINE
Doctrine provides the basis for how we plan to fight. JCS Pub

one getines doctrine as

the fundamental principles by which the military forces or elements thereof
guide their actions in support of national objectives. It is authoritative but

requires judgement in application !

AFM 1-1 expands this definition by stating that aerospace doctiine:

1s a statement of officlally sanctioned beliefs and warfighting principles which
describe and guide the proper use of aerospace forces in military action. The
Awr force promulgates and teaches this doctrine as a common frame of
reference on the best way to prepare and employ aerospace forces
Acrordingly, aerospace Jdoctrine drives how the Air fForce organizes, trains,

enuIps, and sustains its forces 2
The tustorical role of bombardment had its foundation in the devel-
opment of air power doctrine Following World war |, renowned air
power pioneer 3 such as Trenchard, Douhet, Seversky and Mitchell
rormuiated doctrine which harnessed the combat potential of avia~
Lion and led to 1ts rapid maturation in World war |1, To a remark-
able deqgiee, their pervasive and foresighted influence continues to
Shiape aerospace doctrine  This chapter focuses on the development

of 41ir power doctrine
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unit to see action (the 94th Pursuit Squadron, Eddie Rickenbact er '«

famous "Hat in the Ring” outfit) was in April 1918, just seven

months before the armistice 3 By this time the highly romanticorzed
era of the individual piiot, fighting atone had qiven way 1o mac-
pursuit actions The Air Service followed the pursuit training and
tactics which the Allies (including individual American fliers) nid
been using By the war's end, most airmen believed that air
supremacy was the primary aim of an air force Since pui suit
aviation's primary objective was the destruction of an enerny's mir
force, many also behieved it to be the most important fun tion tor an
Ar force. Ohservation, attack and bombardment also emerged .y
discrete mission areas from the war experience. The same type:. ot
biplanes were used for all mission areas. Armament was crude and
generally iimited to guns or whatever the pilot could drop over the
side of his open cockpit

Although bombardment as a mission area evolved during world
war |, the brevity of American involvement and the himited techno-
logical development of the airplane precluded any significant
activity. Bombardment was generally employed 1n support of ground
forces through attack on the battlefield. General Mitchell, acting a-
'he commander c¢f the Air Service In Europe, organized and led the
only mass bombardment raid late in the war His objective wa to
s*rike behind enemy lines and destroy enemy aircraft on the ground
(offensive counter air). The success of this mission laid the
foundation for an evolving role for bombardment

Two prominent airmen, General Billy Mitchell and Genera!




Lo Douhet, set the stage for the development of US air doctrine
tollowing wWorld war | Both of these articulate men drew from their
~ombat expertence during the war to become staunch, controversial
advocates of air power
Mitchell

General Mitchell used his position of Assistant Chief of the Air
e vice Tollowing world war | to focus American attention on air
sower, particuiarly air power's potential to take the battie deep
betnnd enerny 1ines  Air power offered an attractive alternative to
P stagnant trench warfare, which had characterized worla war |,
by permitting a direct attack on an enemy’'s industrial war making

capacity and on the enemy population's morale.

Heretotore, o reach the heart of a country and gain victory n war, the lang
Al es D Lo e defeated in e field and a tong process of successive military
advances made against 1t Broken ratlroad 1ines, blown up bridges, and
destroyed roads necessitated months of har dships, the loss of thousands of lives,
and untold weaith to accomplish. Now an attack from an air force using
explosive bombs and gas may cause the complete evacuation of and cessation of
industry i these places. This would deprive armies, air forces. and navies

even of their means of Jestruction.4
wViIth great tore=ight General Mitchell envisioned a new way to wage
war The airplane's mobility, flexibilhity of employment and
cobeCtally o unprecedented destiuctive power were demonstratec
i 19 T whern Hlartin bombers from the First Provisional Air Brigade
sunb o the captured German battlteship OstfrieslandS Gereral Mitchel!
Pocdane Jonvineed that

Aircrant possess the most power ful weapons ever devised by man. They carry

nat only guns and catinon but heavy missiies that utilize the force of gravity for
e propulsion and which can cause more damage than any other weapon >




General Mitchell emerged from the war as a tirm believer i
the value of pursuit aviation. As he increasinqly advocated bomhara -
ment, he continued to value pursuit and stressed the interdepender ¢

between pursuit and bombardment.

Bombardment and friendly Pursuit must work together Each must
uncerstand the methods, powers and limitations of the nther, Pureann
should realize that while a Bombardment for matian 1 4 formidible defere
unit and can give a good account of 1tself when attacked by enemy pui Sutl, 1t 1.
certain to suffer heavy casu-~alties if subjected to incessant attack by a greatly
superior force. Bombardment on the other hand, should know that Pur<uit 1,
needed to protect Attack and Observation aviation and to carry ou! missrang
against enemy pursuit. To afford Bombardment close pursuit protection 1<

unnecessary and a waste of Pursuit aviation.©

He also recognized the need for collaboration between air and around
forces. However, as he gatned more confidence in the capabilittes of
the airplane, his early views of interdependence gave way to a

predominant role for air power. By the mid 1920's he wrote

No longer will the tedious and expensive process of wear ing down the enemy ',
land forces by continuous attacks be resorted to. The air forces will strike
immediately at the enemy’s manufacturing and food center s, railways, bridges,
canals, and harbors. The saving of lives, manpower , and expenditures will e

tremendous for the winning side 7

It is probable that future wars again will be conducted by a special class, the
air force, as it wes by the armored knights 1n the Middle Ages. Again the whol:
population will not have to be called in the event of national emer gency, but
only enough of it to man the machines that are the most potent i natiunal
defense 8

General Mitchell postulated that future wars would be fought
“v engaging an enemy’s economic and industrial structure e “aw
air power as the capability and the bomber a5 the specific inatru-
ment to carry the war deep into enemy territory Since thi-

"strateglc bombardment” was in large part to be accomphished




independent of army or naval forces, he also argued that an
independent organizatton for air power was needed
Douhet

From the perspective of American airmen, General Douhet's
writings on strategic bombardment lent enormous credibility to the
theories of employment and organization which General Mitchell
espoused General Douhet first wrote about the tmportance of air
power in 1909, however, his first book didn't appear until 1921

after he had withdrawn from the italian government9. Subsequent
books Vike Rnusta Aeronauticat0 and especially 7he Command of

the 4/r1 1 were much more complete statements of his beliefs.

These writings wer e translated into English in 1932, and became

generally avallable to American officers in 193312,

General Douhet's thesis assumes a total war environment and
centers on his preference for the enemy's industrial and economic
infrastructure vice his deployed military forces as the primary
objective. He based his theory of air power on two major
assumptions. First, he behieved that aircraft were instruments of
incompatible potentialities, against which no effective defenses
could be foreseen. Second, he believed that civilian morale could

ca51ly be shattered by bombing centers of populatton.i2 He
contended that the enemy center of gravity was the civil "will to
fight” and when this will was broken, the war was won. In short he
advocated the Intense concentration of bombardment on a small

ares the selection of industrial objectives and the butiding of targe

bombers stoutly armed for their own defense.13




From this thesis, he expounded several elements of doctrine

1. Inorder to assure an adequate national detense, it 15
necessary -- and sufficient - - to be 1n an position in case
of war to conquer the command of the air

2 The primary objectives of aerial attack should not be fhe
military installations, but the industries ang centei< a1
population remote from the contact of the surface armies

3. An enemy air force, in particular, should not be dealt with
by combat in the air but primarily by destruction of the
ground installations and of the factories from which 1te,
supplies of materiel come

4 The role of surface forces should be a defensive one,
designed to hold a front and to prevent an enemy se1zure hy
surface action of one’'s own communications, industries,. and
air force establishments, while the development of one -
own aerial offensive is proceeding with 1ts paralysi;, of the
enemy people’'s will to endure

5. In the interest of the most economical apphication of tot.l
effort, the use of specialized fighting aircraft for detense
against enemy bombers should be foregone The basic type
of air force equipment should be 2 "battle plane,” which
conducts bombardment and 1s at the same time -<elf -
defending, or can aiternatively be used solely for comb.t

purposes. 14
Douhet’'s concept of a combat aircraft was the aeronautical
equivalent of a battleship. Douhet believed that his heavily arinared
‘battle plane” would always get the best of the faster pursuit plane
and even reasoned that speed wasn't an important tactor He

foresaw only a limited role for pursuit aviation

War 1s no longer fought in an series of scattered ndividual encounter .. nu
matter how brave or skillful the individuals may be War taday is touant hy
masses of men and machines. . .~ What determines victory in aerta) war fare i-
fire power 15

His concept of a pursuit aircraft was essentially the same as for the

“battie plane,” therefore he concluded that 1t would be uneconomi: .




to build such an aircraft and forego its offensive potential by using
1t 23 a “defensive tighter.” His views about the primarily defensive
roles of surface forces also led him to discount the requirement tor
attack aviation to support these ground forces
Air Corp Tactical School

[he views of these two air power pioneers (and others) pro-
vided the grist for the doctrinal mill at the Air Corp Tactical Schoo!l
The school was established in 1920 at Langley Field, Virginia as an
"au” counterpart to the Army and Navy service schools Later moved
to Maxwell Field, Alabama in 1931, the school provided an ideal

environment tor the development of air power doctrine 16 Air Corp
ntticers such as Ken walker, Robert Olds, Harold George, Claire
Chennault, Laurence kuter and Haywood Hansell, Jr. (to name a few),
hoth taculty and students studied, experimented, debated, expanded,
taught and expounded the doctrine which we took into world war i1
The school first challenged war Department employment
concepts as early as 1926. The text for the "Employment of
( ombned Air force” stated that the goal in war was not the
dectruction of the enemy’s field forces, but the destruction of his
morale and will to resist. Any effective means, including the
annihviation of s army, could be used to achieve this goal, but at

the outset ot hostihities the hest method might be air attack on the

enemy’s interior 6 This understanding of the objective and

bombat dment 5 role In achieving it were the founding tenets of

emerging arr power doctrine,

Two other related influences shaped the doctrinal arguments

I

-




in the early 1930s, technology and organization. Technoloqy and
doctrine are directly related. The emerging concept of strateqi
bombardment was considerably furthered by the quantum tmprove-
ments {n large aircraft design in the late 1920's and 1930°s
Aircraft like the Boeing B-9

5?7

and Martin B-10 ushered in

monoplane designs, metal
skin construction, retract-
able landing gear and more Hertin 8-10
powerful engines. These technological enhancements produced
bombers that could outperform (higher, farther, faster) contern-
porary pursuit aircraft. Just when the debate about the bamber >
apbility to survive enemy defenses was reaching its climax, the
question was overcome by events -- nothing could catch a bomber
Organizational 1ssues also influenced the development ot
doctrine. The War Department slowly acknowledged the value of
aviation, however, throughout the 1920s the General Staff's central

premise remained unchanged -- air power was an auxiliary force to

assist American ground forces destroy the enemy around army !7
™Many air power pioneers believed in an independent rote for air
power and an organization separate from the Army Harold Georqe

gave the following testimony before the Howell Commission in 1934

... AIr power as a new method for waging war can only be realized when fts
employment as a new method of conducting warfare 15 under stood and when 1t 1.
given an opportunity to develop itself primarily for the waging nf indeperident
warfare instead of as an auxiliary of the other armed forces

| believe that our Navy requires Naval Aviation as an integral part of that
organization. | believe, however , that all other aviation should be organized
into an independent Air Force 18




The prstificanion tor anindependent air force required a fighting
toleindependent from the Army. Observation, attack and pursuit
weie a-ooctated with around forces, strategic bombardment was the
wle preregative of ir power. Thus, advocacy of strategic bombard-
raent hecame the meal s to achieve an independent air force
Howeveo, this advacacy detracted from the objectivity qiven to
erer qing Joctrine

The stracture, principles and doctrine of air power develioped

it the Air Corp Tactical School rested on three tenets

b Moder:: qreat powers are dependent upon mechanization and
ind.ztriahization both for the conduct of war and for the
preservation ol great power status Thus, destruction of
carefuily =elected elements of the industrial system could
paralyze¢ war supporting industry and vitiate the capability
Lo wage effective warfare
Combs were avaitable or could be built which 1t properiy
p:aced would destroy any man-made structure  Such bombs
Could be delivered from the air with adequate accuracy.

3 In the current relationship between powers of the bomber
and the defending fighter, it was considered that offensive
arr torees could use speed, initiative, deception. altitude.
defensive tormations and gunfire to penetrate air defenses
and reach wvital interior targets without incurring
intolerable losses. If, however, enemy air defenses seemed
lkely to induce unacceptable losses, the enemy fighter
forces would have to be weakened by air attack and ar

combat, ac o preliminary or “intermediate” step.19

Fiy e pan TeSe the S5chool held that the functions of air

bewer Teboanto Tive cateqor1es

! Strategic offensive air wai fare, including (1) the disrupticr
nf the enerny capability to wage war and the breakdown of

13




the enemy will to resist. This would be achieved by
selection and destruction of the industrial systems which
produced the means to wage war and to sustain the lite ot a
modern, industrialized natfor,. (2) the destruction ot the
enemy air forces if they constituted a threat to our own
nation, to our military forces, or to the success ot nur a1”
offensive.

Alr support of ground forces in the attainment of then
immediate qoals, incluyding the pr.ovision of local an
superiority.

Air support of sea forces or, in the absence of <tich Sen
forces, performance of certain functions of sea power
National air defense against enemy 2air forces threafening
our own sources of national power, and

Air operations against surface invasions threateninq our

shores.20

The School’'s Department of Air Tactics and Strategy taught

that strategic offensive air warfare included five subcateqories

I

A. Direct attack of enemy armed forces, including air
forces, on the ground and in the air, concentration: of
troops; naval and maritime elements, logistics factltties
the combat zone; and

B. Local air defense of friendly military forces and base:.
A Indirect air attack of enemy forces, Including
destruction of: munitions factories or all kinds, mujq!
interior depots and supply concentrations; steel production
and non-ferrous metal production;, machine tool factories,
military fuel sources including: 01l producing fields, o1l
refineries, synthetic petroleum facilities, ol
transportation, fuel storage; military explosive and
ammunitions sources, sources of raw rnaterials, systems
supporting military production, inciuding: electric power
generating stations, transformer and switching stationc,
dams and penstocks, fuel and transfer facilities,
transportation systems which provide integration of
military industrial resources; transpourtation wy<tern
which move finished supplies to the armed forces, and

B. Air defense of friendly military support facilities




w

Indirect air attack of the economic and soctal structure of
the enemy state, including destruction or neutralization of
electric power systems, communication systems; basic
economiCc ndustrial production; water supply systems;
Industrial and economic transportation systems; food
handhing systems, food production systems; tood

preservation and distribution systems, and management
control systems.

4. Diwrect air attack of enemy social centers, including cities
and factory worker dwelling areas.
S Strateqgic air defense of one's cwn urban, industrial and

base areas 21

Hy the time Hitler invaded Poland in 1939, the School's bombardment

doctrine could be summarized as follows:

The most efficlent way to defeat an enemy 1is 10 destroy, by means of
bombardment from the air, his war -making capacity; the means to this end 1s
to identify by scientific analysis those particular elements of his war potential
the glimination of which will cripple either his war machine or his will to
continue the conflict; these elements having been identified, they should be
allacked by large masses of bombardment aircraft flying in formation, at high
altitude, in daylhight and equipped with precision bombsights that will make
pnssible the positive identification and destruction of “pinpoint” targets;
finally, such bombing missions having been car ried out, the enemy, regardless
ot his strength in arnies and navies, will lack the means to support continued
military action.22

General Hansell's reflections on the assumpttons underlying

bomber defense are enlightening

[er

The fanatiral belief of the bombers in their own detensive fire power was not so
much a choice and election to operate unescorted as it was a8 conclusion that
fighters could not be buflt with sufficient range to accompany them The
Pursuit Section, on the other hand, wanted no part of the escorting probiem
They just as fanatically contended that fighters should be built purely and
salely for operation tn anti-aircraft defense .23

excence of (his doctrine can be restated thusly:

I Objective Destroy the enemy’'s war making capacity by
crippling tis war machine or his will to fight.
7 MMeans 1o achieve objective. Bombardment from the air.

15



2 Tactics:
A. Large (defensive) formations of bonbardment
aircraft.
B. Flving at high altitude
C. Daylight, precision bombing of pinpoint targets
4 Expected Result: Enemy will be deprived of the mieans to
continue conflict.

Events during 1940, such as the fall of France, the (air) Battle
of Britain and the Tripartite Pact which brought Japan openly inio
the Axis camp, plus the Nazi invasion of Russia in 1941 shunted
American military thinking away from theoretical doctrine and
concepts to strategic plans and mobilization InJuly 1941 Preqidgent
Roosevelt tasked the Secretaries of war and the Navy fo prepare an
estimate of the "overall production requirements required to deteat
our potential enemies.” This tasking provided a unique opportunty
for air power proponents Faced with a short suspense to the
President and a lack of expertise in the war Department’s war Plan«
Dwision, General Hap Arnold seized the opportunmity for hits “air
staff” to develop what became the "Air Annex” 1o the wWar Depart-
ment's ground requirements. He assigned this chalienge to the Air
war Plans Division. This division was manned by Harold Georqe,
Kenneth Walker, Haywood Hansell, Jr. and Laurence Kuter -- four
arrmen who had served together at the Air Corp Tactical School.
These airmen drafted AWPD-1 (Air war Plans Division -1) which
hecame the plan for the creation of the Army Air Forces and gquided
the conduct of the (looming) air war 24

AWPD-1 addressed the reguirements to defeat the Axis
powers; it was not an employment pian |t was based on the

strategic concepts embodied in ABC-1 (results of American and

16




British consultations in January 1941) and with RAINBOW No 5, the
overall war plan which assumed the United States and Great Britain
wtanding against the Axis powers. At this time, virtualtly no hope
was given to Russia’'s ability to survive Hitler's invasion. The

rollowing air priorities were established:

| Conduct air operations in defense of the western
Hernispnere.

2 Prosecute as soon as possible, after the commencement of

war, an “unrermitting and sustained air offensive against

Germany "

Support a <trategic defense in the Pacific Theater

4 Provide air support for the invasion of the European

Continent 1f that should be necessary, and continue to

conduct ctrategic air operations thereafter against the

foundations of German military power and the German state

until its collapse

After victory over Germany, concentrate maximum air

power tor a strategic air offensive against the home

fslands of Japan.2S

(]

N

The second objective, an "unremitting and sustained air offen-
alve dagainst Gerrnany,” became the immediate and primary focus of
AWPD-1  Thiw “strategic bombardment” air offensive against the
war supporting heart ot Germany required an indepth analysis of
vital target systems in Germany’'s industrial infrastructure. A vital
target produced a product or service that: was essential to the war
et had hittle or no substitute, had production concentrated in a
rew plants and the plants were vulnerable to air attack AwPD-1
planners -ettied on these strategic target objectives

I Electric power system

2 Transportation system (railroads, highways and canals)
3 O ana petroleum system (primarily the synthetic ol pro-
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duction complex and the oil sources ot Ploe<sti in Kum.ania)
INTERMIDATE OBJECTIVE
4 Overcome the German fighter defense 2

According to General Hansell.

The primary target systems were selected on the basic of an ant offen: wve
embracing the entire strategic air force, after it hiad reached full strengtti. and
lasting for six months. Moreover , the offensive wa. planned to be completedd
before the invasion, if an invasion should prove necessary Target scheduls
for the beginning of the main air offensive was taken as one year and nine
months after the oulbreak of war. One year was for production, training. and
organization of the force. Nine months were reserved for deployment aver 735

build up, and initial combat experience of the force By that time we
anticipated there should be a total bomber force of nearly 4.000 bomber 1
place.27

The materiel and manpower specified in AWPD-1 were «ve!
whelming, especfally compared to the meager procurements of the
mid-to-late 1930s. The number of organized combat unmits recom-
mended came to 207 groups with 11,853 aircraft This combat force
would be backed by 37,051 tratners and depot reserves for g total of
58,059 operational aircraft. Plans for an extremely long range
bomber, the B-36, could have added another 3,740 aircraft to thi-
total. Anticipated attrition called for o monthly replacement 1 ale ot
<,133 aircraft. The Plan called for 135,526 pilots, navigators,
bombardiers, observers, and machine gunners, 362, 439 technicians,
60,133 non-flying officers, and 1,106,798 non-technical, Lut

frained, personnel. This amounted to 2,164,916 men 28

Two modifications were made to ADPD-1 in 1942 and 1943
which guided the development of Allied air power AWPD-<12
resulted when President Roosevelt asked for an update of AWPD 1 1
August 1942 to achieve complete air ascendancy over the enerny
With the Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor in December 1941 the
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refuctant United Statres had been drawn into the conflict and the plan

needed to be updated to reflect the strategic realities. The third

plan was a logical extrapolation of AWPD-1 and was based on the

cotnbined U'S /British Casablanca Directive of January 1943 This

directive resulted in a plan called the Combined Bomber Oftensive

(CRO) which directed the activity of both British and American

strategic Air Forces 29 These plans are compared in Table 2 -1

AWPD-1
Taiget Prionities

1 German Air Force
Aircraft factories
Aluminum plants
Magnusium plants
Engine factories

2. Electric Power

Power plants
Switching stations
3. Transportation
Rail
Water
4. Petroleum
Refineries
Synthetic plants

Total Targets
191

AWPD-42

. Germen Air Force

Alrcreft factories
Engine plants
Aluminum plants

. Submarine Building

Yards

. Transportation

Reail
Water

. Electric Power

Power plants
Switching stations

. Petroleum

Refineries
Synthetic plants

. Rubber

Synthetic plants

177

Programmed Time of Initiation

Mid 1943
US Heavy Bomber Forces
3800

Late 1943

3000

CBO

. German Afr Force

Fighter sircreft
plants

Engine pints

Combaet attrition

. Submarine Buildings

Yards and Bases

. Dell Bearings
. Petroleum

Refineries
Synthetic plants

. Rubber

Synthetic plants

. Military Trensport

Armered vehicle
plants
Yehicle plents

76

Late 1943

3500

Comparison of Strategic Bombing Plans

Table 2 - 130
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Chapter Three

WORLD WAR |l EXPERIENCE

On 17 August 1942 the USAAF flew its first strategic bombing
mission against Hitler's fortress Europe A handful of Eighth Air
Force B-17s from British bases conducted this unescorted, dayliant
bombing raid against a marshalling yard in northeastern France with
no losses. |

B-17s and B-24s,
began to probe German
defenses regularly in early

1943 and encountered the

Boeing B-17F

first real challenge to the
doctrine of strategic
bombardment. At the Air K

Corp Tactical School
Kenneth Walker had

Consolidated B-24D

staunchly advocated that:

A well planned and well conducted bombardment attack , unce launched, cannot
be stopped.2

Unfortunately the German pilots had missed his lecture and the vaiue

of escorting fighters was soon recognized

The initial operations of the Eighth Bomber Command, prior to TORCH, had
involved shallow penetrations and the small bomber forces had been heavily
escorted by R.A.F. Spitfires. On the one occasion when a single group had been
separated from the escort, the German fighters had downed three B- 1 7« out ot

agroupof 243
On 3 January 1943, the 1st Bomb Wing attacked the submar ine pens
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ar St Nazaire, France The Wing Comrander, General Hansell, sent
atl four groups of his wing against the target and made the following

ob-ervations

The Spitfires ot the RAF provided excellent cover as far as their fuel would
permit.  The German fighters did not attack either the Fortresses or the
Spittires. They Just assembled and flew a loose formation with us, knowing
that the Spitfires would have to turn back.

When this happened, the German fighters drew ahead, turned and made heaa-
on attacks, plowing right through our formations. When B-17s became
crippled the pack concentrated on them from all directions. The German
fighters were skillful, determined, and courageous. .

Our bombing was erratic and we lost seven B-17s from a total of 85 which
toot. off 4

These brief accounts illustrate the sobering reality of Nazi air
defensez. The defeat of the Luftwaffe had, in fact, been listed as an
intermediate objective of overriding importance in AWPD-1. The

planners stated that

Having already largely precluded fighter against fighter battles by selecting
some lar gets deep 1n the heart of Germany, far beyond the range of available
escorting fighters, we had to count on our own ability to hold defensive
positions and u<e massed supporting firepower to keep the Luftwaffe, not from
tak ing some tull, which was unavoidable, but from shooting down sufficient
bombers. to seriously hamper the mission. We knew that defensive firepower
i the uir would not suffice to defeat the Luftwaffe, and that we woulid have to
take up the oftensive against German bases, aircraft manufacturing and
a-sembly plants, and aircr aft engine plants on the ground.

It beramie increasingly clear that the German Air Force could only be
defeated or neutralived by the destruction of the manufacturing factlities
necessary for the building of its aircraft and engines, by the elimination or

cur tatnment of its fuel supplies, and by air to air attrition.S

All too often analysts and histortans reflect on the debih-
rating bomber losses caused by German fighters and attempt to
prove o disprove that bombers could have successfully fought
unescorted, or that the air offensive was saved only by the advent of

the longrange escort fighter  General Hanseil candidly states:
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The omission of escort fighters from the plans and their subsequent provisinn
by modifying other fighter types was the most dramatic deviation hetween

theoretical strategic plans and practicai application.6

.. Escort fighters, whose assistance had been predicted, were sorely needed
Penetration of German airspace had to be limited until long-ranye fighters.
could be provided. The solution came in the form of droppable auxiliary tank .
Why no one had thought of this earlier defies explanation The Gerinans had
used this device to extend the range of the Me- 109 in the Spanish civii war /

Readdressing this "most dramatic deviation” generally causes u-. to

focus on an either/or -- tactical or strategic -- analysis which

conceals significant lessons from our World wWar [l experience

A brief review of US. strategic campaign statistics 1= in ordel

to establish a perspective. American participation in the air war

against turope remained relatively modest through early 1943 as the

build up of aircraft and crews gained momentum. Operation TORCH,

the Allied invasion of North Africa in November 1942, diverted

aircraft to the Mediterranean Theater of Operations (MTO) just as

decisive numbers of
bombers began to arrive in
*he European Theater of
Operations (ETO). As can be
seen from Figure 3 - 1,
there was no appreciable
Jrowth of heavy bombers in
the European theater for
nearly six months. General
Hansell states that with the
invasion:

... the commander of VIlith
Bomber Command promptly

i

1942 1943 1944

USAAF Heavy Bombers
Figure 3- 18




lost three of his most experienced groups of “heavies” 10 the North African
campaign and on December 3, 1942, General Eisenhower called for two more
g uups on g “loan basis © . tor the aircrews who were preparing to venture
into Ger man airspace, 1t meant that 3 much weakened force was bearing the
brunt of increasingly effective German fighter opposition 9

Figure 3 - 2 graphically shows the major events of the European Air
Larmpalgn compared with the AWPD-1 plan The plan assumed nine
months tor initial mobtlization, production and training, then nine
additional rmonths to deploy and build up in Europe After eighteen
months of preparation, the plan provided for a six month mass
~trateaic bombing campaign  Then all air power was to be focused
onh agirect support of an invasion But in the heat of battle, plans are

seldom executed as written. Clausewitz said
Since all informa-

' tion and assump-
Actuel tons are open to
c.-niul Slm:;:' D Dey doubt, and with

chance at work
TORCH - everywhers, (he
":::‘:’ % commander contin-
%% ually finds thet
s : ' “ things are not es he
Build-Up ' o expected. 10
Tfmﬂ‘l'""'lTﬂTﬁ"TﬂTFﬂ"'.' l“rrrn'rrm'rrr The first heavy
1942 1943 1 .-1944 1945
e bombers began
AWPD-1 Strategie _
Plan Air Offeasive arriving in Engiand

H ! Support of a month sooner
" Investon o
than originally

ANNANWY

p'anned. However,

slower than plan-

ned industrial
™M Day D Dey

U.S. Strategic Bombing Campaign in Europe MOP!I1Zaton, the

N
n




invasion and stiff Luftwaffe defenses diffused and stretched ant tne
build up iLongrange escort fighters and heavy borntetr s
accomplished only two of the planned si1x months of Mass strateqgt
bombing in Germany before General Etsenhower directed escenfially
all Allted air power onto tactical objectives to support the June
1944 Normandy invasion. The strategic air carnpaiqn was resumed
nmid September, however, about forty percent of the botar, tonnage
continued to be allocated to support the ground campaian while =ity
percent was dropped on strategic targets in Germany. According o

General Hansell:

By the end of the war,
the U.S. Air Forces had
Nown 755,000 bomber
sorties and dropped
some 1,410,000 tons i
of bombs.  Of this i,
tonnage, about  one lit ,n i
million tons  were X
dropped by the Eighth
and  Fifteenth  Air

Forces 12
In the year May 1944 to
May 1945, the US.

reached full strength in

Bombs Dropped on Europe, Ww i1
Figure 3 - 3 15

Europe with an average
of 3550 bombers and

1ropped 83 percent (832,600 tons) of the total tonnage '4

Lesson One
Lhe rs nor fi ' h d i Al
MWMWHL‘JULWLM




Air power, synergistic employment of heavy bombers with long
range escort fighters, decisively defeated the Luftwaffe and
drstroyed Germany's war making capacity. As | summarize the
results of the campailgn, compare them with the primary abjective

for bombardment introduced in Chapter Two:

The must etficient way to defeat an enemy is to destroy, by means of
bombardment from the air, his war-making capacity; the means to this end is
to ident1fy by scientific analysis those particular elements of his war potential
the elimination of which will cripple either his war machine or his will to
continue the contlict . such bombing missions having been carried out, the
enemy, regardless of his strength in armies and navies, will lack the means to

suppor ! continued rititary action. 15
Defeating the Luftwarfe was the first step in prosecuting both
the bombardrnent campaign and the invaston of Europe. AWPD-1
planiers had identified three critical avenues through which the
Getman Alr Force could be defeated. These provided the foundation
of Lhe Allied strategy.

I Destroy Gerrnan airframe and engine manufacturing plants.
. Ehminate or curtail German fuel supplies.
3 Exact maximum German fighter attrition.

1 aiscuss each of these looking at the role of bombers as well as
~acorting fighters

First, German aircraft and engine manufacturing plants were
the Lource of new (e g. Me-262) and replacement warplanes. This
industiy had been aprimary objective of AWPD-1, AWPD-42 and the
(L0 Sporadie attacks were initiated in mid 1943, but mass attacks
avten't rnade untii early 1944 A total of approximately 51,000

tons of bombs (2.4 percent of the US strateqic effort) was dropped

onto nreratt pomartly airframe, manufacturing targets.!6




The first raids against the aircraft indusfry were launctied on
17 August 1943, exactly one year after the US begari daylight, pre-
cision bombing over Europe. Nearly 150 B-17¢ attacked the Me- 109
plant at Regensburg and 230 attacked the ball bearing ractortes it
Schweinfurt. Attrition of these unescorted bombers exceeded 1
percent primarily due to German fighters The Schweinfurt hall

bearing works were reattacked on 14 October 1943 by 291 £-177,

sixty did not return for an attrition of over 22 percent 17
Albert Speer, German Minister of Munitions, s3id arter the

war:
"In those days, we anxiously asked ourselves how soon the enemy would realice
that he could paralyze the production of thousands of ar maments plants mer elv
by destroying five or six relatively small (ball-bear ing tactories) targets
He was asked after the war what would have happened it there had e
concerted and continuous attacks on the ball-bearing induitry He replied
"Armaments production would have been critically weakaned after two monthy

and after four months would have been completely to a standstil] “18

These missions disrupted German production But relatively
small numbers of bombers in theater coupled with prohibitive
attrition mandated judicious employment, especially unttl the
arrival of long range escort fighters.

German fighter production dropped (below plan<) somewhat in
late 1943, but the full capacity of the industry was mobiiized and
production rates actually began to climb. In the last weelk of
February 1944 the US. launched a concentrated series of attaclk . on
the industry with 3800 bomber and 3673 escort fighter sorties [he
escorted bombers suffered about six percent attrition, compared to
over 22 percent in the October 1943 raid at Regensberg. 1his one

we2k campaign damaged about 75 percent of the burldings which
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produced 90 percent of German aircraft 19 Even though the Germans
rebatlt the faciiities and ircraft production was resumed with

amaZing speed, these ralds were regarded as the turning point in the
ar war with the Luftwaffe Despite the production of 25,000 single

engine tighters Lthroughout 1944, German first line (combat ready)
frghters only increased trom about 1500 tn January 1944 to 2200 In

January 194520 The degree of destruction inflicted by the mature
Army A Force beginning in the spring of 1944 forced the Nazis to
concentrate their strained fighter forces on the defense of
Oenmany’'s industrial heartland -- General Spaatz, commander of the
Curope-wide US strategic air command capitalized on this strategy
tor the Normandy invasion 21

Destruction of aircraft industry targets was an important --

but not decisive -- element in defeating the Luftwaffe. General

Harnsell summarizes

Une i» compelled to conclude that the air offensive against the aircraft and
ehnire factor 1es, was not @ primary cause of defeat of the German Air Force.
True, the "Big Weeb " in February 1944 temporarily reduced aircraft
pruducthion by two-thirds. However, the attacks were not sustained and the
orermans quick ly recovered  The Luftwaffe was defeated, not so much by arr
attacks on production facilities as by elimination of vital aviation gasoline and
fry Lombat attrition  Gun crews aboard the B-17s and B-24s did thelr share,
anyg < g the long range P-S1, P-47 and P-38 fighters which were 8 vital

par t of the strateqic air torces that ranged all over Germany by early 1944.22
The second avenue to defeat the Luftwaffe was to eliminate or
curtatl yerman tfuel supplies Again, petroleum had been a primary
chipective of AWPD -1, AWPD- 42 and the CBO A total of 224,881
tons of homnbs were dropped on refineries and synthetic fuel plants

by Loth the USAAF and the RAF. Thirteen percent of the total US




strategic air forces tonnage was dropped on petroleum targets .=
The greatest single source of petro!eum products tor Hitler .
war machine was the refinery complex at Ploe=ti Rumania The [-AF
first bombed this complex in 1942 using | iberator= (B-./4%) trom
North African bases. However, the massive American raid on |
August 1943 nflicted the first major damage Fven then, the plant-.
were repaired and operating at premission capacity within a month

A total of 177 B-24s took part in this low altitude attack, 5S4 taried

to return (30.5 percent attrition) 24

Wwhile the oil refineries were important to Germany's wat
effort, the synthetic plants which synthesized coal, alr and wat i
into petroleum products were even more vital These plant. pro
duced approximately 85 percent of her aviation fuel and niotor

gasoline, 100 percent of her methanol and mitric acid (basic

component of explosives) and nearly 100 percent of her rubber .’

The first major gog -
‘ . ' Metric Tons
air offensive against {000)

600 - " _.;I;:::;Z;::f:.;;t

the synthetic plants

occurredon 12May 499 i

1944; the dramatic : A1l Other

results can be seen in 200 T SR HHRRBRIRED, S

T IRE i g “ o i : .
!é} ity slalelsl el
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Figure 3 -4, despite 0

the Nazis' extensive 1942 1945
defense of these German Petroleum Production
plants.26 Figure 3 - 4

Albert Speer's comments show the eifect of this attach
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I shall never forget the date May 12. . On that day the technological war
wa, derided. Until then we had managed to produce approsimately as many
weapon. . the ar ed tor ces needed, 1n spite of their considerable 1nsses  But
with lhe attack by nine hundred and thirty-five daylight bombers of the
Amer ican Eighth Air Force upon several fuel plants in central and eastern
Germany, a new era in the air war began . . it meant the end of German
ar maments production 27

The ymtiral attacks were followed up with reattacks. By late June

90 percent of the aviation gasoline production capacity was

deslioyed and by Septernber near l_y Q5 percent was destroyed.28 In
tetrospect,  these attacks coutd have been made when long range
eocort fighters were first avatlable 1ate in 1943, the Germans would
huave been out of aviation gas and motor fuel on D Day

The Allie= never targeted Germany's chemical industry. How-
vver, because her chemical plants were an adjunct of her synthetic
pelroicun plants, they also were bombed. Nitrogen production
plumrmeted much ke aviation gas. The United States Strategic

Hombing Survey concluded

Alhet air attacks directed at Germany's synthetic oil plants effectively
destroyed Germany's nitrogen production, with disastrous resutts to its
muriitions manufacture 29

The United States Strategic Bombing Survey concluded its
repoi Lon ol with these thoughts.

The rnost serious 1oss to the Germans was the 10ss in production of aviation
gasubing, resulting almost wholly from the bombing of the Bergius
hyar ogenation plante

Aviation gasuline production declined from 170,000 tons per month to
50,000 tons the month after the bombing offensive began, was reduced to
26000 tons by December and was virtually eliminated by March 1945 .

Hitler started Wor ld War |1 without enough fuel. He had to fight much of the
time for higquid fuel  He was deprived of the bulk of such fuel by strategic
tombing of oil targets in the last year of the war, and, when the Naz1s could
neither manufacture nor capture any more appreciable quantities of liquid

fiel, Ger many < defeat became inevitable 30
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Many of the petroleum facilities were deep 1n German
territory. On the early unescorted bomber penetrations to thece
targets, the Luftwaffe had exacted devastating loszes  The anven!
of P-47 and P-51 long range escort fighters uneguivocally made
these missions possible. Integrated forces of bombers and fighter <
totally destroyed Germany's petroleum production capacity and tha-
her war making capability. This is a prime example of the decicive-
ness of air power.

The third avenue to defeat the Luftwaffe was to maximize
German fighter attrition. This attrition includes not only the
aircraft but also trained pilots. The AWPD-1 planners recognized
that bomber defensive firepower was not likely to mortally attrit
the German fighter force in the air They had analyzed German An
bases, but these didn't appear to be the best targets for the heavy
bombers. According to General Hansell

... . According to available information, there were approximately SO0 yir

bases in Western Germany and the occupied territory. These were provided
with strong "flak” defenses. The alrcraft were generally dispersed about 3
mile from the landing areas, with each airplane protecisu vy a revetment
Moreover, the whole system was expertly camouflaged and aircrews werr
scattered through the villages.3!

Even though air bases weren't a primary target nany of the plans,
nevertheless, 46,979 tons of bombs were dropped on Gerran air
f1elds and another 51,944 tons were dropped on French air fields 1.
oreparation for the tnvasion. This represents nearly 10 percent of
the USAAF heavy bomber total 32

The escort fighters played a pivotal role in inflicting combat

losses on the Luftwaffe. In addition to providing excellent fighter
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cocurt Lo the bombers they were also employed in an independent
offensive counter air role deep behind enemy lines. Repeating

General Hansell's thoughts once again

fhe Luftwaffe was defeated, not so much by air attacks on production
facihities 85 by elinination of vital aviation gasoline and by combat attrition.
Gun ¢rews aboard the B-17s and B-24s dtd their share, and so did the long
range P-5S1, P-47 and P-38 fighters which were a vital part of the strategic
anr furces that ranged all over Germany by early 1944.33

As discussed ear ller under atrcraft manufacturing, the number
o1 C-erman fighter< being produced in 1944 approached 25,000, yet
there was only a gmall increase in the number of combat ready
ancraft, to about 2200 by 1 January 1945 In addition to destroying
Hterally thousands of German aircraft, we also attrited their
Shrtled ptlot force. Their abihity to tratn new pilots was inturn
weverely impacted by the shortage of gasoltne. As the war con-
tinued, the quahity of the German pilot deteriorated. The U. S
strateqgic Bombing Survey concluded:

This deteroratton appeared to be the most important single cause of the
detaat of the Ger man Afr Force 34

Combat attrition had not been properly taken into account by the
ealy planners However, once again the adaptability and
ermployrment flexibility of integrated air power was decisive.
Perhaps the best single measure of success for the campaign
sgnnst the Luftwaffe is this simple statement, on D Day the skies
over Normandy teaches were uncontested by German fighters. The
L St ategic Bombing Survey sumrmarized its conclusions about the

deteat of the Luftwaffe this way.




First: The German Air Force was originally designed for direct <upport ot
ground operations, and lack of a long-range bomber force proved 8 Qrave
strategic error

Second: Due to over-confidence, no att>mpt was made tu utilize the full
capacity of the German aircraft industry untll after the Initiation of tw
bomber attacks on Germany in Juns 1943.

Third: The attacks on Ger man airframe production in 1942 and in febr uary
1944 contributed significantly to the winning of air supremacy 1n the critical
air battles of the sariy months of 1944.

Fourth: An overall shortage of aviation gasoiine resulted in the curtatiment
of flying training as early as 1942 and this curtariment was reflected mn the
deterioration of quality of German pilot personnel, which was the prit ipal
cause of the defeat of the German Air Force

Fifth: The German Air Force lost control of the air in the sai ly months o
1944 and never regained it thereafter.

Sixth. Heavy air attack on the Ger man petroleum industry in the summer ol
1944 prevented the possibility of revival of a German Air Force utilicing
conventional type afrcraft; hence the increase in production of such alrcraft,
which took place after D-Day, was of little military signiticance

Seventh: After the invasion, the creation of a small force compused ot high-
performance jet-type aircraft manned by qualified personnel and operating un
low-grade fuels was the only method left to combat the Allied air otfensive The
development of this type of force was not achieved 1n time 1o be a seriou..
threat.35

Air power crippled Germany's industrial war making capacity
through the synergistic integration of pursuit and bornbardment
capabilities. Similarly, integration between services and with our
Allies gave us the decisive edge against Hitler
Lesson Two

r f 1Sive ermn tof Alhed

ir for

JOINTNESS. The prevailing wisdom among most military and
political leaders of the period was couched in terms of qround
campaigns and occupation. As |'ve discussed, there were others who
would argue that air power set the stage for the ground carmpaidgn by
destroying the Luftwaffe and Germany's war making capacity

Although 1t might have been tough to convince an infantryimian ot thr.



at titah beact, on D Day, mistory is clear -- neither air power, ground
armies nor navies won the war single handedly.

Intearation 1s much more than cooperation. {t begins with the
Jcceptance of and belief 1n a common objective, then leads to the
acquisition ot the properly tailored forces without regard to service
aftiliation and with acknow ledged interdependences, realistically
trming these forces for the mission, then bring these forces to
bear as an integrated military instrument to decisively defeat an
agqyressor. The concept of interservice integration between armies,
navies and air rorces is analogous to and just as fundamentat as
(L esson One) Intraservice integration among service components

Top Army leaders like the Secretary of war, Honorable H. L
Stirnson and Gener al George Marshall, the Army Chief of Staff, were
men of vision who recognized the potential of air power without
viewIng It as a threat to or substitute for ground forces
Hnfortunately many staff officers and commanders, both ground and
nt tarces, weren't endowed with their wisgom and ultimately
pursued thew parochial goals. Consider these thoughts about the
“upremie Allted Commander and his Chief of Staff as seen through

Hae eyes of @ strategic bombardment commander.

Oeneral Disenhnwer and his Chief of Staff, Lieutenant General Bedell Smith,
fundamentally wought the objectives also sought by strategic air war fare,
thoigh they both discounted the ability of the airmen to achieve those
objectives.  They simply never gave much thought to any means except
mihitary occupationn  This 1s the more lamentable because, while 1t was
Gener al Eisenhower whi could have provided the greatest support for strategic
ait puwer | actually he was the cne maost responsible for diverting the strategic
airimen from thewr m:ssion. General Eicenhower's headquarters. SHAEF, had
always vonsider ed the Ruhr as the heart of Germany General Bedell Smith,
Ersenhiower . Craef of Staff was even more specific. As Smith put it after the
war . the factir 1es and blast furnaces of the Ruhr “"pumped life blood into the




German military system. Once the Ruhr was sealed off, the heart would cease
to beat.”. . . the airmen had been trying for near ly ayear toconvince Gener al
Eisenhower that stopping the German industrial heart wae the greatict
contribution to victory that the strategic a'r furces could make, and that the
strategic air forces should concentrate their efforts to that purpote
Unfortunately, the arguments of the strategic airmen wer 2 neither under <ol

nor appreciated.36

General Eisenhower did indeed understand the capaotlities of
air forces that directly supported a ground commander. He had
learned that lesson in North Africa and on the beaches of SiClly
where he'd also developed a healthy respect for the Luftwarfe e
could see the great value of air power applied tactically i direct
support of the objectives of the ground commander. As Suprerme
Allied Commander for OVERLORD he shouldered a staggering
responsibility and should have had authority over all Allied
resources necessary to assure the success of the invasion. [t's no
wonder that he sought to reduce his risk by demanding cominlete
control of all Allied air forces in Europe However, General
Eisenhower's apparent lack of appreciation for the battiefield
impact of strategic bombing is telling

General Eisenhower's memorandum to General Marshall when he
thought General Marshall was going to be selected as the Supreme
Commander succinctly reveals his deeply held convictions about di

power He advised General Marshall to select.

a top airman "who s thoroughly schooled in all the phases uf strategic
bombing and more importantly in the job of supporting ground arnies: in the
field" The great danger , he said, was getting an air commander who was totally
wedded to the concept of strategic bombing or one without exper fence in the
problem of air-ground coordination. Before and dur ing the assault Mar shall
would need every plane he could get, but without the proper man at the top he
would find that the airmen were scattering their effort on strategic raids inide

Germany, making no direct contribution to the battle for the beachhesd a7
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Following the invasion as the Allies gained momentum with the
br«akout at St Lo in late July 1944, General Eisenhower did not
imrnediately release the heavy bombers Lo resume the strategic
bornbing campaign  Approximately 25 percent of the bombers had
rnaintained pressure on Germany by bombing her industrial heartiand
1o tie down the Luftwatfe, the remainder of the force was not
released until mid September. Even then 40 percent of the heavy
vorabing capability was dedicated to tactical support of the ground

forces General Hansell took great exception to this.

In the months tollowing the invasion of Nor mandy and the breakout at St. Lo,
the =trateygic air forces were repeatedly diverted from their primary missions
to provide local support for the ground forces, often in the form of loca) rail
interdiction. There was httle excuse for this diversion of strategic air force
effort Actually, General Eisenhower had enormous tactical air forces. . . .
E1senhower s Tactical Air Forces were larger than the entire Luftwaffe, which
was fighting on four frants . . the sole function of these Tactical Air Forces
was 1solation of the battle?:~1d and local suppor t of the ground forces 38
It was a serious error te carl upon the strategic air forces for ground support

tter the breakout from the beachheads 39

My intent 1sn't to detract from General Eisenhower and other
drovnd commanders, but to establish thelr perspective. Air power
was new. and the clalms of the airmen about strategic bombing were
nntested inwarfare  To their credit, however, army commanders
began to understand and appreciate 1t as the ground campaign in
arope unfolded  General Omar Bradley 1s quoted In the U.S.
Steategic 2ombing Survey thusly

W ith the adverit of the Ger man gamble in the Ardennes, when the Allies were
Jna1n 1 a position to resume the war of movement - - in the East as 1n the West
-~ tack of mi, which the strategic bombing campaign had enforced upon the
viwany . tuld handsomely  The retreat from the Ardennes was an agonizingly
Slow and costly affan for the enemy  The withdrawal of 6th Panzer Army,
begun 1in daylight on 22 January 1945, was marked mainly by successes of Us
fighter bomber s agains! its tanks and trucks  These successes, however , took

37




place against a background of painfully exigous o1l reserve -- with supply
trucks being drained to fill the tanks of fighting vehicles ~- and a long pull to
the distant loading stations. When the Allies” threat shifted nor th of the Aachen
sector, the enemy was unable to sidestep hic “inobile” for mations 1o meet it in
the measure he sought -- again for lack of gasoline  When the Alhea
breakthrough followed west of the Rhine n february, across the Rhine in
March, and throughout Germarry in April, lack of gasoline i countless lucal
situations was the direct factor behind the destruction or surrender ot vast
quantities of tanks and trucks and of thousands upon thousands of enemy

troops.40

Observations such as General Bradley's were untor tunately made

after the conflict was over.

If you'll recall the development of air power goctrire

discussed in Chapter Two, it's easy to see that airmen of the dav,

especially the advocates of strategic bombardment, were also

parochial in their views. Consider the heady claims that weneral

Mitchell made for air power, such as:

No longer will the tedious and expensive process of wear ing dawn tie enemy’s

land forces by continuous attacks be resorted to 4!

It is probable that future wars again will be conducted by a speciai class, the
air force, as 1t was by the armored knights in the Middle Ages. Again the whole
population will not have to be called in the event of national emergency, bt
only enough of it to man the machines that are the most potent in natioral

defense 42

During the planning and staffing of AWPD-1 and AWPD-42,

these heady claims seem to have been persisted AWPD-1 was

briefed to and approved by Army brass and wa: ready for presen-

tation to President Roosevelt, but nowhere can | read or imply that

these leaders looked at air power as a substitute for an invading

army. Yet, even though there was always a provision for “suppor t o

an invasion” following a six month bombing of Germany's war niak Ing
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infrastructure, the advocates of strategic bombing thought of this
more in terms of an occupation than an opposed assault on the
continent  Once again, | make these observations not to disparage
our pioneering airmen, but to show the independent role many of
Lhsrn enwvisioned for the Army Air Force.

I believe these examples illustrate a tendency to seek
independent service solutions to shared objectives. The evidence
“uggests that this approach prolonged the war and increased the

cost of the war in life, 1imb and treasure.
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Chapter Four
LINEBACKER 11 EXPERIENCE

Vietnam provided the most recent oppcrtunity for the U fa
apply air power on a large scale. Air power played a pivotalrcle
throughout the period of U.S. military involvement and was the on'y
significant U.S. fighting force used for tactical offense aqarnst
North Vietnam.

Between 1968 and 1972, more than 51,000 tactical and 9,800 £.-52 sorties
were flown against the North, most during the two Linebacker campaigne  The
tactical alrcraft dropped about 124,000 tons of bormbs and the B-52's abuut
109,000 tons, with their “Sunday punch” missions of late Decemper 197
perhaps the most noteworthy.!

I'm convinced that massive, sustained air power employed on the
North Vietnamese center of gravity precipitated the cease-tfire
agreement in January 1973 and secured the release of American and
allied POWs.

President Nixon began to disengage the U.S from Vietnam sonn
after he took office. From a high of 545,000 in 1969, US troop
strength was steadlly reduced so that by May 1972 we had drawn
down to about 69,000.2 - As we withdrew and negotiatea with Hanon,
President Nixon warned the North Vietnamese that he would respond
strongly to any overt offensive action against the South Air power
was the most viable instrument to execute the President <

‘response” since USAF, Marine and carrier based Navy air continued

to support the South Vietnamese war effort.3

In the spring of 1972 the North Vietnamese took advantaae of
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reduced US strength by breaking off the Paris peace talks and

launching @ massive of fensive across the demilitarized zone.

Belon g the Easter weekend was over | twelve of Hanot's thirteen regular combat
JIVILIDNS wel'e Cartytng out mitlhitary operations in South Vietnam. The
120,000 soldier torce was equipped with more than 200 tanks as well as
mobtie radar -controtied anti-aircraft weapons and portable surface-to-air

missiles.d

President Nixon responded as he had warned and with air power:

On ™ April 1972, the national command authorities (NCA) through the Joint
Chiers of Staff (JCS) authorized airstrikes against military targets and
loistics supply points north of the DiMZ at 1 7°25"; this was increased to 18°N

on 4 Apriland to 19°N on 6 April.S
Operation FREEDOM PORCH
[KAVD was 3 one day strive
Against North Vietnamese targets
conducted on 16 Aprit 1972 which
served a, a precursor 1o
Linebacter 11 Orders for this

nuission appear simple

CONDUCT ONE-DAY STRIKES BY
-52, USAT AND USN TACAIR
AGAINST ENEIY DEFENSES AND
LOGISTICS TARGETS IN THE HANOI
AND/OR  HAIFHONG  AREAS N
OFDER TO  LMPHASIZE  OUR
DETERMINATION 70 5T0P THE
HANO! GOVERNMENT OFFENSIVE IN

SOUTH VIETNAM €
Fhis order directed the employ-
ment of an ntegrated hombing
for e with supporting aircraft

which we nad not effectively
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accomplished since Korea; now to be employed in North Vietnan .

highest threat area.

Fifteen USN A-6s struck Surface-to-Air Missile ( SAM) sites an the Haphors
area, and 20 USAF F-4s 1aid a chaff corrridor to screen the B-SCs entry inta
the threat zones. With 7th AF and naval aircraft providing MIGCAP, 1RON
HAND SAM suppression, and Electronic Countermeasures ( ECM) support, 1
B-52s attacked the Haiphong Petroleum Products Storage (PP3) area . The
second and third waves, composed of TACAIR assets, followsd up with attacks on
ten other targets in the Hanoi/Haiphong areas. This included the Hanat <.
two air fields, and numerous warehcuse complexes.’

The strike was successful despite formidable cefencives Over JS0
SAMs were launched by the North Vietnamese, accounting for twe
TACAIR 10sses. Only a limited number of MIGS scrambled, but tweo
MIG-21s were shot down with no U.S. alr-to-atr losses. The bombiir

damage and the message was clear:

The 16 April raids destroyed half of the known POL storage in the
Hanoi/Haiphong area and gave notice to the North Yietnamese that the US was
not going to employ a “slowly graduated escalation” strategy as 1t had durirng the

previous ROLLING THUNDER air campaign 8

On 8 May President Nixon intensified the air war as the North
Vietnamese continued their campaign into the South He ordered
sustatned bombing above 20°N including Hano! and Haiphong. plus
mining of Haiphong and other key harbors The air campaign had
these objectives:

... tocurtail the military resupply of North Vietnam from external sources, to
destroy internal stockpiles of military supphes and equipment whertver
located; to destroy targets throughout North Vietnam which were supporting
the war effort in South Vietnam; and to restrict the flow of forces and supplies

to the battlefield.9
Linebacker | produced results quickly By late June the North'=
invaston had stalled and they signaled their willingness to resume

the peace talks. President Nixon continued the bombing as the nego -
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tirations resumed to maintain pressure on the North Vietnamese. By
late October the principles for a cease-fire were negotiated and
peace appeared to be at hand. As a sign of good will, the President
nalted bomhing north of the 20th parallel 10

Only minor aetalls separated the North Vietnamese and
American negotiators from concluding a peace plan. But the
momentum waned in November and the talks reached a complete
deadlock 10 rmd December over the form of government to be imple-
mented 1n the South and negotiations were broken off True to form,

when the mihtary pressure on the North ceased, progress at the
negoriating table taltered

Once again President Nixon directed bombing of North Vietnam,
however, this time the weight and scope of bombing was to be
stontficantly increased. On 1) December the JCS 1ssued the

rollowing message to initiate Linebacker 11

YOU ARE DIRECTED 10 COMMENCE AT APPROXIMATELY 12002, 18 DECEMBER
197.7 A THREE-DAY MAXIMUM EFFORT, REPEAT MAXIMUM EFFORT OF B-
S2/TACAIR STRIKES !N THE HANOI/HAIPHONG AREAS AGAINST THE TARGETS
LONTAINED IN (THE AUTHORIZED TARGET LIST). OBJECT 1S MAXIMUM
DESTRUCTION OF SELECTED MILITARY TARGETS IN THE VICINITY OF
HANOI ZHAIPHONG. BE PREPARED TO EXTEND OPERATIONS PAST THREE DAYS,
If DIRECTED

FOULOWING INSTRUCTIONS APPLY:

A UTILIZE YISUAL AS WELL AS ALL WEATHER CAPABILITIES.

B UTIIZF ALL RESOURCES WHICH CAN BE SPARED WITHOUT CRITICAL
DLTPIMENT TO OPERATIONS IN RUN AND SUPPORT OF EMERGENCY SITUATIONS
'N LAOS AND CAMBODIA

¢ UTILIZE RESTRIKES ON AUTHORIZED TARGETS, AS NECESSARY. NORTH
VIETNAMESE AIR ORDER OF BATTLE , AIRFIELDS, AND ACTIVE SURFACE-TO-AIR
PSS ILE SITES MAY BE STRUCK AS TACTICAL SITUATION DICTATES TO IMPROVE
EFFECTIVEMESS OF ATTACK FORCES AND MINIMIZE LOSSES.

[ [XERCISE PRECAUTION TO MINIMIZE RISK OF CIVILIAN CASUALTIES
UTILIZING LGR WEAPONS AGAINST DISIGNATED TARGETS AVOID DAMAGE T0
THE COUNTRY SHIPPING. 1!
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Linebacker Ii, known to many crews as the eleven day war, wa-
a joint and highly integrated air campaign Table 4 -1 Jives a
summary of the activity. TACAIR strike sorties were flown with
F-4s and A-7s during the day, and F- 111 and B-52 strike <orties
were flown at night. F-111s flew alone without tactical mission

support, while ali other strike aircraft were escorted. During tre

first days of the campaign, there was one attack during the day and
Linebacker i December 1972
Date 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 26 27 28 29

Day 1 2 3 4 35 6 2 8 9 10 11
Day Mission

Mission Support * 0 * " > 81 77 * 83 65 61 53
Strike Aircraft (F-4,A-7) 0 52 74 66 76 66 32 48 S2 48 40
Total Day Sorties * 0 O O 0157145 0 101 117 109 G3
Night Mission
Mission Support ® 117 117 117 S8 65 70 €9 114 10t 99 0.
Strike Aircraft
F-111» 16 33 18 33 33 25 8 25 24 16 1o
B-52 129 93 93 30 30 30 20 119 60 60 06O

Total Night Sorties * 145 126 111 63 63 S5 38 144 84 76 70
Total Aircraft Sorties™ 145 126 111 63 220 200 38 245 201 185 167
* Approximate or not available

Table 4-1 12
three attacks or waves at night. The typical mission suppurt
package of 39 aircraft which initially supported each of the waves

of B-52s illustrates the extent and complexity of Linebacter I|

Eight F-4 Chaff Bombers would dispenss clouds of radar - refiective chaff i
pre-planned corridors to mask B~52s from enery radars during their bt
runs. Eight F- 105G or F-4C Wild Weasels would protent the irst two waves
of B-52s by detecting and suppressing enemy SAI1 sites attempting to bring
their SAMs to bear on the strike force. . . . Navy A-6As would provide SAM
suppression for the third wave each night. Additienal ECM was provided by
three EB~66s which would detect and jam enemy radar systems from orbits
west of Hanoi. Also, 10 F-4 escorts would accompany the bombers through the
threat area and an additional 10 MIGCAP F-4s would roam the areas of hkely
MIG activity to stop the enemy interceptors before they could attack 1he
bomber force 13
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In 3dgdition, each attack wave was supported by search and rescue
forces, reconnaissance forces, airborne surveillance radars and an
armada of KC-135 tankers. Beginning with day four, the campaign
was restructured into one daylight and one night attack. This
permitted a higher ratio of mission support to strike aircraft (the
in.rease was used primarily for additional chaff bombers and wid
we.nels) Navy and Marine TACAIR provided fully integrated
nii=sion support for both day and night strikes.

General James R. McCarthy, Commander of the 43d Strategic
wing, Anderson AFEB, Guam -- source of over half the BE-52s for the
Canpalgn -- made these observations.

the LINEBACKER success was a team effort. Heavy preemptive strikes
against the awesome enemy defenses were made continuously by F-111s and
var ious combinations of Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps fighter -bombers
priov to the arrival of the B-52s. Special purpose F-4s sowed protective
chaff while EB-66s and Navy and Marine EA-3s and EA-6s emitted electronic
countsr measures ( ECM) jamming signals to help hide the penetrating force. f-
105, F-4s and Navy A-7s flew inter spersed with the waves of bombers to
dral on an immediate basis with ground defenses. Protective F-4s flew escort

for the electronics aircraft and B-52s, while othars flew combat air patrols to
counter the fighter threat The skies, already dominated by American air

power , were liter ally alive with friendly aircraft. 14

All Linebacker il targets were in the vicinity of Hanot and
Halphong and were selected to inflict maximum destruction on North
Vietnam's capacity to wage war and to influence Hanoi's will to
continue the fight After just eleven days U.S air power dropped
over 32,000 hombs -- over 15,000 tons of bombs -- against 59

targets 1S Figure 4 - 2 shows sorties allocated to various target
aranps ard Figure 4 -3 shows bombs delivered by each USAF aircraft

Juring the campaign.

47




Airfields 10%
The success of

Linebacker Il was o ey A Roilros
126 £& Yards
summed up by General y. 36%
McCarthy. Bridges K
1%

Bomb damage assessment

revealed 1600 military

struc-tures damaged or '::cl:‘l:‘t:::a

destroyed, thres miilion 14% :

galions of petroleum Sam Sites

products destroyed ( esti- 2%

mated o be one-fourth of

North Vietnam's reser- Storage Facilities 25%

ves), ten interdictions

of airfield runways and LINEBACKER |l Target Set

ramps, an estimated

80percent of electrical Figure 4 - 2 16

power production Ccapa-
bility destroyed, and
destroyed, and numerous instances
of specialized damage, such as to
open storage stockpiles, missile
launchers, and so forth. No
specific measurements are known
of md‘lrec't lgsses, such‘ as
industrial inactivity, disruptions
to almost all forms of surface
travel, and communications outages.
However, insight as to the
indirect effects on all areas of the
nation's productivity may be had
by comparing one revealing
statistic. Although the blockade of
Haiphong harbor was in effect
when LINEBACKER 1 started,
logistic inputs to North Vietnam

were assessed at 160,000 tons Bombs Dropped by Aircraft
per month  in January 1973, 17
imports dropped to 30,000 tons Figure 4 -3

per month.18

North Vietnam's defenses were formidable. Estimates ot the

number of SAMs launched against U.S. forces ranges frorm 884 to
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I .20 during the eleven days 19 In addition, MIGS and heavy barrages
Nt AAA contributed to an extremely hostile environment and we
~uttered attrition as shown in Table 4 - 2. 8-52s sustained the

highest 105s€5, 15, tor an attrition rate of 2 1 percent  Overall

- Cayge Crewmembers
AAA MG 3J5AM Other Rescued PO+ HNIA KIA
B8-52 15 26 X2 24 S
USAF TACAIR | 2 4 5 6 3 3
Navy/Marine 3 ! 1 2 6 3 3

L INEBACKER Aircraft/Aircrew Losses

Table 4 - 2 20
dur g the campaign approximately 4,000 combat sorties were flown

by atl types of ancraft; 27 were lost as aresult of hostile action

tor a campaign attrition rate of 67 percent2! in addition to the
Pageting SAMT sites, US. forces shot down five MIGS. two by B-52
tarl gunners and thiree by USAF F-4s 22
l essons L earned
First: A< canbe seen from the foregoing discussion,

Linebacker 11 was a highly integrated air power campaign  when the
tall capabrhty of integrated air power was intensively employed
)gatrest the Morth Vietnamee center of gravity, we achieved
Chyectives that nad eluded the United States throughout the confiict
o ust elever days When the North Vietnamese rebuffed U S.
diplomatie anitiatives At the Pars peace taiks, President Nixon
sftecbisely uned miiitary force to reestablish momentum and

cre dude an agreement  The objective of this Presidentually

Airected campaign was not to defeat or destroy North Yietnam, but
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to influence their will to fight and force a political reso ution 1o
American involvement in Vietnam. The intensive bombing not onty
diminished North Vietnam's war making capabilify, but beyand the
physical damage, it also scored a direct hit on Hano1'= ILtranzigence
Consider these tioughts from POWS in Hanoi during the bombing
Colonel Robinson Risner. We saw reactior in the Vietnamese that we hat
never seen under the attacks from fighters. They at last knew that we had somie

weapons they had not felt, and that President Nixon was willing to use thace
weapons in order to get us out of Yietnam.23

Colonel Bill Conlee: There is no doubt in my mind but that LINEBACKtF
11 was the primary reason for the negotiation decision by the Nor th Vietname .«
They truly respect strength and, as seen up close, wer e absolutely ter rified vy

the December 1972 B-S2 bombing.24
General Momyer, Commander of Tactical Air Command, made

these observations:

It was apparent that air power was the decisive factor leading te the peave
agreement of 1S January 1973, The concentrated application of air powes
produced the disruption, shock , and disor ganization that can be realized only by
compressing the attack and strik ing at the heart with vir tually no re traints on

military targets which influence the enemy’s will to fight 5
Sir Robert Thompson, a noted British expert on the Southeast

Asta war, offered this conclusion about Linebacker '|

In my view, on December 30, 1972, after eleven days. of those B-S7 attack & an
the Hanoi area, you had won the wsr. /t was over/ They had Tired |, 24.C
SAMs; they had none left, and what would come in over land from China would be
a mere trickie. They and their whole rear base at that point were at you
mercy. They would have taken any terms And that 15 why, nt course, you
actually got a peace agreement in January, which you had not been able to get in
October .26

Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, who knew first hand the
frustration of trying to negotiate with the North Vietnamese,

couched the results of Linebacker Il in these objective terrmns.
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there was a deadlock . n the migddle of December, and there was 8 rapid
movement when negohiations resumed on January 8 These facts have to be

analyzed by s8ach per son for himself . 27

Second: Doctrine at the operational and tactical levels must
fully integrate "tactical” and "strategic” assets to the reap the full
potential of atr power By Decerber 1972, B-52s and TACAIR had
been ermployed for over seven years in Southeast Asia -- but as
“eparate and distinct forces An exception was operation FREEDOM
"ORCH BRAVC (previously discussed) in April 1972 Although this
wis a wucresafuyl “one time” integrated strike, hittle attention was
paid to concoiidating the lessons tearned In fact the wrong lessons
1y have been learned. when we needed the capability of an intense,

cencentrated “MAXIAUM EFFORT, REPEAT MAXIMUM EFFORT OF B-52/ TACAIR

TRIF L5 IN THE HANGIZHAIPHONG AREAS, 11T we were not adequately
peepared Qur success may have masked enduring problems.

Beqinning with the first night's strike, it was evident that
There was a lack of coordination and planning between the B-52s and
their suppor til TACAIR. The problems were clear to the .cvrews who
wet e executing the mission amidst the flak, SAMs and bandits

Conader some of the challenges facing the fighter escort crews:

The 1ob of rendezvousing and escorting the B-S2s at night was made
consider ably more difficult for a number of reasons. The escorts were forced
to maintain tiigh altitudes at low airspeeds where they could not effectively
counter a high sperd MIG attack or have enough maneuverability to avoid SAMs
Alsy, the ot B-52 1ngress routes were not always known due 10 changes to
TOT<  The nnly infor mation provided to the escort atrcrews was the P to
target tracks of the 6-52s  Therefore, the escort missions were flown dased
snlely on Lining due to the fact that the crews were unable to maintain visual
ar roadar contact with the B-525 at mght  The B-52s were jamming to defeat
eneniy 1adat 3, a1t was 1nipossible for the fighters to use their on-poard
spnpneent o positior themselves with regard to the bomber cells. The
Foovosofut ont s therr TFF even though the escor ts had APX- 76 identification

vauipment ond could have 1gentified them precisely.28




Tne B-52 crews also faced sirnilar challenges

... my co-pilot stated he saw a MIG-21 0~ the right wing of our aircraft. in
mild disbelief, | stretched to see out his window and sure enocugh, a MIG-_1
with Yights off was flying tight formation with us 29

The effectiveness of the protective chaff corridors was a major concern during
days 1-3. Only four of the 27 cells bombing tar gets within the high threat

areas around Hanoi had been afforded protection by the estat:itched <hafi
corridors.30

This sampling of incidences shows that we weren't adequately
prepared to integrate "tactical” and "strateqgic” assets Our aircrews
succeeded -- in spite of -- rather than because of, well thought cut
operational and tactical doctrine for inteqrated air power tiowever,
many of them paid a high price while we relearned forgotten lesuons
of experience.
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Chapter Five
CONCLUSIONS

Air power is indivisible. We don’t speak of a "strategic” or

a “tactical™ Army or Navy, yet those terms constantly are
applied to the Air Force.

The overriding purpose of every plane, whether it is a
bomber or a fighter, is to win the air battie on which final

victory on land or sea is predicated.!'
General Hoyt S Yandenberg 1951

The role of the burmmber 1s the same as for fighters or any other
oitensive system -- as a mernber of the indivisible and integrated
2N power_team. Obviovusly there will be specialization of team
rmembers, as with members of a football team, but just one team
wol'king together to achieve a common objective. The separation of
20r power into "strateqic” and "tactical” components had been a
coubling phenomenon In the United States Air Force for many years
A5 Gener al Vandenber g 50 clearly saw in the early years of the
imdependent Air Force, this separation 1s dysfunctional when it
Comes ty the apphication and employment of air power. This
~eparation had its roots in the air power theories and doctrines of
the 160 and 305, and was perpetuated by the nuclear strategies
and organmizations of the 1950s and early 60s.

Our war experience 15 remarkably consistent —-- in every major
ool hiot we've obtained the maximum combat capability from our air
rowrt ahen we've employed odr components in an integrated and

ind.visible manner  To our discredit, all to often we only integrated




our forces when compelied by the tide of battle Une of rhe leccans, |
drew from our world wWar |l experience was that neither bDoniler . Nl
fighters can claim to have single handedly crippled Gerrman wai
making capability. Clearly, however, integrated air pow=r Jeiroyed
the Luftwaffe and paralyzed the Nazi industrial infrastruc ture

Dr. Robert F. Futrell, an air power historian, made thece

observations about how we employed air power in norea

0ld concepts that certain targets were “tactical” and otherz weie
"strategic” were abandoned, and so far as FEAF [Far East Air Forcel
resgurces were concerned, airpower was undivided by artificial ard
unreal attempts to classify targets by types of aircraft <

In the Linebacker Il campaign over North Vietnam inteqrated
air power was incredibly effective and decisive Not only was North
vietnam's iogistics structure shattered and defenses crushed, hut

the US. political objective was secured

We must _
learn from our Conventional EE Nuclear
experience to General Purpose = sSiop
recognize and Tactical E,:_ Strategic
squarely con- /,___..-/\\__a\ éé
front the "brick :E
wall” that frac- 4 * ':':
tures air power * '_-'g
into separate Fighter/Attack ;E Bomber

domains.
We should consider the following steps to integrate our fighter/
attack and bomber capabilities into an indivisible awr nower team

First, we should carefully study our sister services For
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Hi-tance, consider the division, the basic combat organi:ation of the
oo Army  Divisions are burlt up from various components, such as
intantry, armor, artitlery, etc These diverse components represent
Apeciaity flelds with proud traditions, however, each fights as an
elerent of an integrated team, never as an independent entity.
Second, although we routinely use “strategic” and “"tactical” we

need to deveiop a much better understanding of the concepts. The
L9653 edition of AFM 1-1 makes a good effort to put these concepts
into perspective, however, their meaning remains vague and i1llusive
Ne utten associate “"tactical” with elements of a theater battlefield
i atrateqic” with elements far in the rear which support the
Lattlefield While this seems like a simple, straightforward
concept 1t has dirminished utihity when the enemy starts shooting.
Une person’s immediate (tactical) challenge may be the next person's
linger tange (strategic) problem. The concept has been further
«tuuded by the application of “tactical” and "strategic” to organiza-
Pions, hte Strategic Air Command  To muddy the waters still
further, bomber crew rnembers use “tactical doctrine” to employ
Thear weapon systems on "strateqic missions.” My point is this --
the Lo words (or “oncepts) mean many things to many people and
tniortunately this has led to ambiguity. We should clearly define

i promuaate these concepts to every Air Force member, or else
Gl e thern from our texicon

Third, we should look at the role of both Tactical Air Command

Al Strateqic Alr Command as being similar to the Army's Forces
Corapand - to tran and sustain CONUS based combat ready forces

teody Tor wor ldwide deployment. To get away from "tacticai” and
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"strategic” we might take a lesson from the British and rename
these Fighter Command and Bomber Command. Without qetting hang
up on the specified responsibility of nuclear deterrence, we stotil]
recognize that they both have a major purpose to provide comha!
ready forces for theater commanders. Each has dual role tarces
capable of supporting nuclear deterrence under aplan lite the Liop,
as well as contributing to conventional deterrence and war tignfing
A prime function of each should be to train and sustain cornbat ey
forces to be employed as indivisible and integrated air power 1 7
unified command theater.

We recognize the broad authority of a theater commander to
select the best forces to accomplish his mission. Yet we fetter hy
hands today by separating our air power into “tactical” and
“strategic” forces based on organizational considerations in
operational planning we strive to put the best weapon on a rarqet,
our combat experience repeatedly tells that we've put the availahle
weapon on the target. We must be careful not tc artificially
constrain the flexibility of air power, plan for the pest forces, hut
never limit available forces.

Theater commanders should have assured access to long raneje
bombers as well as fighter/attack forces While some boriiber
could be dedicated to theater requirements, others could be m.ile
available through a JCS apportionment between the nuclear

deterrence mission and a theater mission requirement
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“One of the serious problems in planning against
American doctrine is that the Americans do not read
their manuals nor do they feel any obligations to follow
their doctrine.”

From a Russian Document

Noctiine, terpered with combat experience, can provide a
rational foundation for air power strategy and force structure -- if
we use 1t Chapters Two and Three showed how over a decade of
doctrinal development at the Air Corp Tactical School undergirded
the miaturation of air power in World war 11 Regardless of your
roLescment of the Air Corp's doctrine, without tt we would have
been thrust inte the confhict without a concept to exploit and
Clupaoy Aerica’s air capabilities  Even with sound conceptual

Ty, nearly two years elapsed after Pearl Harbor before we
could produce and employ decisive gquantities of bombers and
tighter = in Europe  What 1f those airmen at the Air Corp Tactical
ool had not dedicated themselves to preparing for the next war?
wWhat 11 we had launched the D Day invasion without first defeating
the Luttwaffe and crippling the transportation network of western
France? Today, you and 1 must learn from their example of forwarad
thank ing

Fost exizting AFM 2-X series operational doctrine is outdated,
yrelevant and ignored Most of this doctrine has atrophied to the
Lolnt ot at appears we have accepted its de facto abandonment.
hvidual Major Commanas in the Ar Force are responsible for
Aeyetoping oper al tonal doctrine and this has led to isolated, some-
e Toaqmented doctrine But this is the level of doctrine tnat

hotldinteqr ate a0 power components 1nto indivisible air power
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we should correct this deficiency by centralizing “he
development of operational doctrine in one organization, whicti 1.
headed by a ranking general officer - - a touqh, respected warrior --
with an indivisible and integrated air power persp~ctive whao
reports directly to the Chief of Staff. This organization shoutd he
staffed with some of our most capable leaders and thint ers, those
that have béen or will be entrusted with command ot aur combar ar!
combat support units. Officer and NCO Professional Military
Education should increase their emphasis on doctrine and the Air
war College curriculum should incorporate an active, onqcing ro'e in

developing, reviewing and updating operational doctrine

Notes on Chapter Five

1. Hoyt 5. Vandenpberg and Stanley Frank, 7he 7ruih About ir
Alr Power, Saturday Evening Post 223, No. 34 (17 February 1951) 21
2. Robert F. Futrell, 7%e tnited States Alr Force in Aored,

7950 - 71955 Washington, D.C., Office of Air Force History, 1963, p
504
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